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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-2, 6-1 1, 15-20, 24-29, and 33-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pearson (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0061 191) in view of Larsen (U.S. Pub. No. 
2003/0055850.) 

As to claim 1, Pearson teaches a method (see page 1, paragraph 15) for merging (see page 
1, paragraph 2) one or more hierarchical trees (see Abstract), comprising: 

examining one or more nodes in each of the hierarchical trees (see page 2, paragraph 24); 

determining if there are one or more sets of equivalent nodes in the hierarchical trees (see 
page 2, paragraph 25, where "equivalent nodes" is read on "dupUcate"); 

picking one or more winning nodes from each of the sets of equivalent nodes (see page 2, 
paragraph 26); and 

storing one or more reference nodes (see page 1, paragraph 16, and see page 4, paragraph 
46) to the winning nodes (see page 4, paragraph 47.) 
Pearson does not teach merging at run time. 
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Larsen teaches a method for dynamically generating a hst of items (see Abstract), in 
which he teaches merging at run time (see page 1, paragraphs 5 and 6.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson to include merging at run time. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson by the teaching of Larsen , because merging at 
run time, would enable the system to merge data nodes of trees only when the desired 
function is being executed (e.g. in an on-Une HELP environment, the related data nodes are 
merged together only at the time HELP function is executed.), as taught by Larsen (see page 
1, paragraph 5.) 

As to claims 2, 1 1, 20, and 29, Pearson as modified teaches wherein the hierarchical trees 
are document object model (DOM) trees (see Larsen . page 2, paragraph 22.) 

As to claims 6, 15, 24, and 33, Pearson as modified teaches wherein the picking further 
comprises: 

examining one or more priorities associated with one or more members in each set of the 
equivalent nodes (see Pearson , page 2, paragraphs 24 and 25, where "priority" is read on 
"key value"); and 

selecting the winning node as the member with a highest of the priorities (see Pearson. 
page 2, paragraph 26.) 



i 
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As to claims 7, 16, 25, and 34, Pearson as modified teaches further comprising generating 
one or more shallow clones for the winning nodes; and adding the shallow clones to a 
merged tree (see Pearson , page 3, paragraphs 38-40, and see pages 4-5, paragraph 50.) 

As to claims 8, 17, 26, and 35, Pearson as modified teaches wherein the hierarchical trees 
include a group tree, a user tree, and an admin tree (see Pearson , figures 5 A through 5L. 
where multi-level hierarchical trees are shown. It is inherent that in a hierarchical tree 
structure, the tree consists of multiple levels, i.e. "group level", "user level", and "admin 
level", which in the referenced figures, can be depicted in any of the hierarchical levels 0-5.) 

As to claims 9, 18, 27, and 36, Pearson as modified teaches wherein the DOM trees (see 
Larsen, page 2, paragraph 22) are extensible Markup Language (XML) DOM trees (see 
Larsen. page 2, paragraph 21 .) 

As to claim 10, Pearson teaches a system (see Abstract) for merging (see page 1, 
paragraph 2) one or more hierarchical trees comprising: 

one or more nodes in each of the hierarchical trees configured to be examined (see page 
2, paragraph 24); 

one or more sets of equivalent nodes in the hierarchical trees configured to be located if 
the sets of equivalent nodes exist (see page 2, paragraph 25, where "equivalent nodes" is read 
on "dupUcate"); 
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one or more winning nodes configured to be picked from each set of the equivalent nodes 
(see page 2, paragraph 26); and 

one or more reference nodes to the winning nodes configured to be stored (see page 1, 
paragraph 16, and see page 4, paragraph 46) to the winning nodes (see page 4, paragraph 47.) 

Pearson et al does not teach merging at run time. 

Larsen teaches a method for dynamically generating a list of items (see Abstract), in 
which he teaches merging at run time (see page 1, paragraphs 5 and 6.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson to include merging at run time. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson by the teaching of Larsea because merging at 
run time, would enable the system to merge data nodes of trees only when the desired 
function is being executed (e.g. in an on-line HELP environment, the related data nodes are 
merged together only at the time HELP function is executed.), as taught by Larsen (see page 
1, paragraphs.) 

As to claim 19, Pearson teaches a computer program product (see page 1, paragraph 2) 
comprising: 

a computer usable medium (see page 1, paragraph 16) having computer readable program 
code embodied therein (it is inherent that computers are programmed with "computer 
readable program code") configured to merge one or more hierarchical trees (see page 1, 
paragraph 2) comprising: 
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computer readable code configured to cause a computer to examine one or more nodes in 
each of the hierarchical trees (see page 2, paragraph 24); 

computer readable code configured to cause a computer to determine if there are one or 
more sets of equivalent nodes in the hierarchical trees (see page 2, paragraph 25, where 
"equivalent nodes" is read on "duplicate"); 

computer readable code configured to cause a computer to pick one or more winning 
nodes from each set of the equivalent nodes (see page 2, paragraph 26); and 

computer readable code configured to cause a computer to store one or more reference 
nodes (see page 1, paragraph 16, and see page 4, paragraph 46) to the winning nodes (see 
page 4, paragraph 47.) 

Pearson et al does not teach merging at run time. 

Larsen teaches a method for dynamically generating a Ust of items (see Abstract), in 
which he teaches merging at run time (see page 1, paragraphs 5 and 6.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson to include merging at run time. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson by the teaching of Larsen, because merging at 
run time, would enable the system to merge data nodes of trees only when the desired 
function is being executed (e.g. in an on-line HELP environment, the related data nodes are 
merged together only at the time HELP function is executed.), as taught by Larsen (see page 
1, paragraph 5.) 
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As to claim 28, Pearson teaches an apparatus (see pages 1-2, paragraph 17) for merging 
(see page 1, paragraph 2) one or more hierarchical trees comprising: 

means (see pages 1-2, paragraph 17) for examining one or more nodes in each of the 
hierarchical trees (see page 2j paragraph 24); 

means (see pages 1-2, paragraph 17) for locating one or more sets of equivalent nodes in 
the hierarchical trees, if the sets of equivalent nodes exist (see page 2, paragraph 25, where 
"equivalent nodes" is read on "dupUcate"); 

means (see pages 1-2, paragraph 17) for picking one or more winning nodes from each 
set of the equivalent nodes (see page 2, paragraph 26); and 

means (see pages 1-2, paragraph 17) for storing one or more reference nodes (see page 1, 
paragraph 16, and see page 4, paragraph 46) to the winning nodes (see page 4, paragraph 47.) 

Pearson et al does not teach merging at run time. 

Larsen teaches a method for dynamically generating a Ust of items (see Abstract), in 
which he teaches merging at run time (see page 1, paragraphs 5 and 6.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson to include merging at run time. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson by the teaching of Larsen, because merging at 
run time, would enable the system to merge data nodes of trees only when the desired 
function is being executed (e.g. in an on-Une HELP environment, the related data nodes are 
merged together only at the time HELP function is executed.), as taught by Larsen (see page 
1, paragraph 5.) 
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3. Claims 3, 12, 21, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pearson (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0061 191) in view of Larsen (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0055850), as 
applied to claims 1-2, 6-1 1, 15-20, 24-29, and 33-36 above, and further in view of GeU (U.S. 
Patent No. 3,662,400.) 

As to claims 3, 12, 21, and 30, Pearson as modified does not teach: 
printing a merged tree using the reference nodes. 

Geil teaches a subsidiary document identification system (see Abstract), in which he 
teaches printing a merged tree using the reference nodes (see column 10, lines 45-60.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson as modified to include printing a 
merged tree using the reference nodes. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson as modified, by the teaching of GeU, because 
printing a merged tree using the reference nodes, would enable the user to obtain a copy of 
the properly arranged, tier-oriented detail merged tree, as taught by Geil (see column 10, 
lines 65-67.) 

4. Claims 4-5, 13-14, 22-23, and 3 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pearson (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0061 191) in view of Larsen (U.S. Pub. No. 
2003/0055850), as appUed to claims 1-2, 6-11, 15-20, 24-29, and 33-36 above, and further in 
view of Blais et al (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0178437.) 
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As to claims 4, 13, 22, and 31, Pearson as modified does not teach wherein the reference 
nodes are one or more pointers. 

Biais et al teaches an object-oriented allocation method and apparatus (see Abstract), in 
which he teaches wherein the reference nodes are one or more pointers (see pages 9-10, 
paragraphs 107 through 109.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson as modified to include wherein the 
reference nodes are one or more pointers. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson as modified, by the teaching of Blais et al 
because the reference nodes being one or more pointers, would enable the system to identify 
the selected nodes in order to merge the nodes together, to form a newly merged tree. 

As to claims 5, 14, 23, and 32, Pearson as modified does not teach wherein the reference 
nodes are one or more Java references. 

Blais et al teaches an object-oriented allocation method and apparatus (see Abstract), in 
which he teaches wherein the reference nodes are one or more Java references (see page 4, 
paragraph 66.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Pearson as modified to include wherein the 
reference nodes are one or more Java references. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Pearson as modified, by the teaching of Blais et al . 
because the reference nodes being one or more Java references, would provide an object- 
oriented environment (Java environment) for referencing memory and accessing objects 
without expUcitly checking the object. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not reUed upon is considered pertinent to appUcant's 
disclosure. 

The following patents are cited to further show the state of art with respect to methods 
and systems of merging hierarchical trees within databases in general: 



Patent No. 


Issued to 


Cited for teaching 


US 5,970,490 


Morgenstern 


Data processing and merging trees. 


US 6,094,664 


Ungar 


Object-oriented programs and Java references 


US PUB. 
2002/0083073 


Vaidya et al. 


Managing layered hierarchical data sets in tree structures. 
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6. Any inquiries concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Tony Mahmoudi whose telephone number is (703) 305-4887. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays from 08:00 am to 04:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici, can be reached at (703) 305-3830. 
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